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vUNTIUEMTIAL

i1ssue 2: Should the Administration bill give the President nqw
discretionary authority to impose import controls on a
country whenever foreign policy export controls are
imposed on that country?

Ahalxsit: I

Currently there are no provisions authorizing the President t¢p
impose import controls whenever export controls are imposed.

Senator Beinz has introduced a bill containing an import contyol
provision. This proposal is supported by some members ©of the
business community, although there is not a business consensug.

Pro: If U.S. exporters are reguired to incur economic loss,
_the businesses in the affected countries should also
share the economic burden of U.S. foreign policy
controls. The proposal gives the President an
additional tool for implementing U.S. foreign policy.

Con: Political pressure may be brought to bear upon the
President to impose import controls or take strongervr
measures than would otherwise be the case.

Retaliation and other foreign relations problems wquld
likely ensuve from adoption of this proposal. Import
restrictions imposed against GATT members solel fqr
foreign policy reasons would be in violation of GATT
obligations.

Agencies supportings: Commerce, Defense

Agencies opposed:’ Agriculture, CEA, State, Treasury, USTR
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Issue 3: Should the AMministration bill give the President new

discretionary authority to impose import controls as 8
penalty against companies that violate COCOM or U.S.
.export controls? 1f so, should this authority extend
to:

A. Only national security controls?

B. National security, foreign policy and short

supply controls?

Analxliu:

Currently the President does not have this authority. MNotveover,
COCOM is a purely voluntary organization. None of its membery
has authority to penalize violations of COCOM provisions by
companies of another COCOM member.

Senator Heinz has introduced a bill containing a similar
provision. This proposal is strongly supported by the businegps

community. o~
et
Pro: Current enforcement provisions are not working well.

The authority to impose such sanctions would make |
multilateral controls through COCOM and enforcement of
our export control laws more effective, This propospal
would provide a powerful incentive for companies to
abide by COCOM provisions and U.S. export laws.

. x-

Con: This proposal would jeopardize continued participation
in COCOM by certain member states, any provision for
sanctions should result from agreement among the COCOM
members rather than by unilateral U.S. statutory
nandate, the extraterritorial reach of which will he
challenged. As 1in Issue 2, .retaliation and foreign
relations problems would likely ensue. Restrictions
against GATT members solely imposed for foreign policy
reasons would be in vioIatlon of the GATT obligatiqgns
of the United. States.

Agencies supporting: A. National security only: CEA, Treasyry,
USTR
B. All controls: Commerce, Defense

Agencies opposed: Agriculture, OMB, State

Decision:
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